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The language of Aramaic incantation bowls has been the subject of much debate

and <liscussion amongst scholars,l following the first such study which was

undefaken by James Montgomery in 1913.2 Many of the distinguishing features

which he identifiecl, including the high incidence of isoglosses from Syriac and

Mandaic, were reiterated in William Rossell, Handbook of Aramaic Magical

Iexts (New Jersey, 1953) that was the first dedicated effort to analyse the lan-

guage of the Aramaic incantalion bowls.3 Joseph Naveh and Shaul Shaked also

includetl in their first volume Amulets and Magic Bowls: Aramaic Incantations of

Late Antiquiry (Leiden, 1985) a short summary of the language of incantation

bowls which they considered to be clearly Babylonian Jewish Aramaic.4

Scholars have used various epifhels to describe the language of the incantation bowls' J'

Montgomefy, Arannic lncantationTexts fron Nipp¡r (Philadelphia, l9l3), 26 used Rab-

binic although he acknowledged lhat this term wås polentially misleading, imply¡ng thal the

Jews of Babylonia had a special dialect or, thal there was "a unity in the languagc of the

Talmu<!". s. Kaufman, "A unique magic bowl from Nippur", Journttl of Neur Eastern

Studies 32 (19?3), l?0 a¡rd W. S. McCullough, Jewish and Mandaean lncan¡ation Bou'ls in

the Royat Ontario Museum (Toronto, 1976), xi preferetl thc cpithet Jewish whilst J. Naveh

and S. Shakcd, An|¿.lels and Magic Bowls: Aronuic Incantutitt¡ts of btte Antiquiry (Lciden'

1985), l7 used Judaeo-Aramaic. The epithet, Jewish Babylonian fuamaic, first employcd by

c. Gordon. ,.An Aramaic exorcism", Archiv orientálníi (19341,466 has conlinued 1o be

uscd widely by scholars including w. Rosscll, A Handbook tf Aranaic Magical Texts

(Ringwood, ¡¡j, lS-f¡) and H. Juusola, Linguistic Peculíarities in the Arantuic Mag,ic Bowl

Ie¡rs (Hels¡nki, 1999), specifically 16 where he discusses the term. D. Levene, A corpus ol
Magic Bowls: lncannritit Texts in Jewish Aranaic fronr Late Antiquity (London, 2003) opts

forlewish Aramaic. Thc simple term, Aramaic which has been employed by B. A. Levinc.
.,The Language of rhe Magià B<¡wls". Appendix in J, Neusner, A History of the .lews ol
Babvton¡i(Uóiden, l9?0) V, 343 and by J. B. Segal' with a contribution by Erica C' D'

Huntc¡, Catakryue of Arunmic and Mandaic Incantalion Bowls in the British M¡ts¿unt

(British Museum Publicarions) (L¡ndon. 200o) is perhaps most appropriatc for the presenl.

Montgomery, rp. cit.. 30-31.

Rossell, op.cit.,ll.
Naveh and Shaked. op. t'it.,3112.
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Arising from his studies on the language of incantation bowls, Tapani
Harviainen proposed in 1983 the emergence of an Eastem Aramaic koittê,S He
pointed out that the idiom of incantation texts was neither identical with Targumic
and Gaonic Aramaic nor with Babylonian Talmudic Aramaic, although some
preferences were shown towards the former group.ó Harviainen maintained that

the many idiosyncracies which mark the incantation texts probably stemmed from
their being the product of the scribes who translated their oral, vemacular dialects
into writing.T Hannu Juusola's book, Lingarstic Peculiarities of Aramaic Magic
Bowl Texts (Helsinki, 1999) has continued Harviainen's work. On the basis of
conservative lraits retained by the lexts, Juusola has suggested that incantation
texts derive from literary as opposed to living dialects of Late Anriquity, yet also
include features of the spoken dialects of the scribes. Thus he has concluded that
incanlation texts cannot be considered to be one single dialect, maintaining
instead that they "leave the impression of being a mixed type of language".S

In recognition of the outstanding contributions of hof. Tapani Harviainen to
the field, this paper investigates the question of lhe "mixed language" of incanla-
tion texls. It focusses on a select group of three Aramaic incantation bowls that
were excavated in 1989 from a courtyard in the WG area of Nippur during the ex-
cavations conducted by Prof. McGuire Gibson of the Oriental Institute, University
of Chicago. These incantation bowls command our particular attention for several
reasons.9 Firstly, they have a known archaeological context which is dated to the
Early Islamic period and thus provide details of provenence and chronology.
Secondly, the cross-examination is facilitated by the fact that two of the bowls,
l8Nl8 and 18N98, are parallelled by duplicares.lo Thirdly, despite their very

6

7

I
q

T. Harviainen, "Diglossia in Jewish Eastern Ammaic", Studia Orientuliu 55 (lgS3), g?-l13.

T. Harviainen, "An Aramaic incantation bowl from Borsippa. Another specimen of East
fuamaic koiné", Sr¡¿fa Orientalia 5l (1981), 23.

ldem,

Juusola, op. cit.,247.

Thc respeclive numbers of thc Aranraic bowls are: l8Nl8 (I.M. 114980), 18N20 (LM.
I 149E2) and 18N98 (I.M. I14981). The Nippur numbers will be used in rhis article. For dis-
cussion of the archacological context of the incantation bowls and the transmission histories
of thesc two lexts, see Erica C. D. Huntc¡, "Combat and conflicl in incanta¡ion tcxts", in M,
J. Geller, J. C. Creenfield and M, P. Weikman (eds.), Slr¡diø Aranuicu; New Sources and
Nev Approaches (Joumal of Semilic Studies, Supplement, 4) (Oxfortl University hess on
behalf of rhe Universiry of Manchesrer, 1995), 6l-75.
Five incantation bowls duplicate lhe text of 18N98: (l) HS 3003, rhat was found during
Hilprecht's campaign in 1900, that was published by Joachim Oelsner f<rllowing its partial
translation by Cyrus Gordon in Orientalia l0(2) Jewish National and University Library,
Jcrusalcm: Heb.4 6079 (3) Vor & Frühgeschichte Museum, Berlin: Xl c 5l?8, (4) Metro-
politan Museum, New York: 8ó.11.259 (5) Uncatalogued specinren in a privalc collection in
llcrlin. A partial duplicate is ¡lso found in an amulel 69.f .146. fronr thc lsracl Museum,
Jerusalem. No less than six duplioates to l8Nl8 are cxtânt: (l) & (2) Montgomery. Texts I I

t0
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differenr texts, palaeographic and chirographic investigation shows that l8Nl8

and 18N98 were wrilten by the same scribe.ll An investigation of these two

bowls, together with the fragments of 18N20, may enable patterns and traits to

emerge that cannot be detected from "one-offl'bowls whioh lack provenance

and/or chronology, hence aclding some cofnment fo the debate on the language of

incantation bowls.

THE PHYSICAL TYPOLOGY OF 1EN18, 1EN9I AND 1EN2O

The physical typology of the incantation bowls is typical of the genre.t2 Form:

18N98 is hemispherical, i.e having a combination of a simple rim and rounded

base.l3 l8Nl8 offers a subtle variation, having a rounded-flat base, whilsl 18N20

is flat-based. Dimensions: l8Nl8 and 18N98 range between 16.4 cm-17.4 cm

(diameter) and 6.6 cm-7.0 cm (heighQ whereas 18N20, with dimensions l3-4 cm

x 4.8, is typical of smaller incantation bowls. Manufacture and fabric: All speci-

mens afe wheel-thrown, wilh a medium-fïne texture with a dense black grit in-

clusion, that is evenly distributed. The fabric of 18N18 andl8N98 is distinguished

by its micaceous content and a white grit inclusion could also be detected in

18N98. The fabric colors correspond to the two varieties of ware from Kish that

Harden recorded, i.e. "buff or brownish ... the other reddish".l4 Decoration:

18N98 has a female figure, wearing a 7-scalloped head-dress and with hands

fotded in prayer in the interior centre of the bowl. The base fragments of 18N20

have some type of drawing, possibly a head-dress and an eye, perhaps a Lilith.

18N18 is undecorated with an ovoid circle in the interior cenlre and, like 18N98

and 18N20, its text is enclosed by a single hand-drawn line, that has been applied

in black ink with a reed pen, on the interior walls of the bowls'

and l8 (3) Brirish Museum 91710 (4) & (5) Iraq Museum 5497 and 93?7 (6) M'

n Epheni,eris für Semitische Epigraphik (Giessen, 1902-05) Text V which is

Lidzbarski
a Mandaic

I I ffi:Tl],t discusses the common aulhorship of these (and other) duplicate bowls'

l2 
For further discussion see, Erica C. D. Hunter, "The typology of incantation bowls' Physical

features an<t decorative asp€cts" in Segal, ap' cil' ló3-180'
13 

D. B. Harden. "Pottery from Kish" in"Excavations atKish andBarghuthiat l9!3",lrat¡ |

(1934),l24.R.McC.Adams,..TellAbuSÛifa.ASassanian-IslamicsequencefromSoulh
cenrral traq", Ars orientalis I (19?0), 99 defines this shape as "rounded or flaring lhin ware

bowls".
14 

Harden, ft¡c. c'ir.



72 ERICAC. D. HUNTER

THE PALAEOGRAPHY OF 18Nl8,ltN20 AND 18N98

The incantation bowls from Area WG belong to the same palaeographic genre,

but exhibit the difficulties which Lacau already recorded in 1896 and which have
been reiterated by Montgomery, Rossell as well as by Harviainen.ls He and Heth
are not differentiated. Similarly Waw and Yodh are often undistinguishable,
although Yodh may be shorter and frequently more rounded than Waw. Dalath is
distinct from Resh, and Beth and Kaph are also clearly differentiated, but in
18N18 and in lEN20 the Semkath is triangular. Chirographicatly 18N20 can be

distinguished from l8Nl8 and 18N98. The squarer form of the Kaph in 18N20
contrasts with the lener-form in both 18N18 and 18N98 that resembles the
rounded shape of the Kaph in Syriac. Similarly, the Lamadh in 18N20 is rypically
written, with a long vertical stroke leading into a half-bowl forming its lower paf.
In both l8Nl8 and 18N98 the character has been shaightened to produce a line,
or an almost shaight line, culminating in a lefþhand foot that is suggestive of the
Lamadh in Mandaic. These differences, perhaps indicating influence from rhe
Syriac and Mandaic scripts, not only point to a cursive trend present in l8Nl8
and 18N98, but also intimate that they were written by a common hand.

THE LANGUAGE OF 18N18, rEN20 AND l8N9S

Shewa denoted by Yodh

Montgomery, Rossell, Naveh and Shaked, Harviainen and Juusola have observed
that, as in Mandais, the Shewa in incantation texts is frequently denoted by a
Yodh.l6 Harviainen considered this trair to be one of the hallmarks of Eastern

Aramaic koinê but, as Juusola has pointed out, there is no consistency in the

I)
R. Lacau, "Une coupe d'incantation", Revue d'Assyriologie 3 (1896), 49 commented on the
confusing similarity belween the characters He and Heth, also Waw with Yodh ancl final
Nun. Montgomery, op. cir., 14 notes the difficulties in identifying the characters Waw and
Yodh, viz.: "the y being lhen representcd by a short stroke or sometimes by a small angle,
the w by a long stroke; bul there is no consislency in differentiation, and the y is easily pro-
longed into a stoke like w; within the same text or line lhe y may be writtcn both ways". Vr'.

Rossell, A Handhook ol Aranruic' Magical Ie¡¡s (New Jersey, 1953), 13 notes thc problem of
distinguishing belwecn Kaph and Beth. Haniainen, op.cít. (1981) 4 has also noted thal He
antl Heth are indistinguishable, as are Dalath and Resh and reinforces Monlgomery's obser-
valion. by staling that lhe distinction bctwcen $w$ and $y$ (and sometimes $n$) usually has
to bc made on lhe basis of the conlexl rather lhan the outer shape. Additionally, he draws
attention to the hardship in distinguishing Beth from Kaph and even Semkath from Mem.

Montgomery, /¿c. cir: Rossell , op. t'it., 14, 2l; Naveh & Shaked, op. cit., 32; Harviainen, rrp.
ci¡. (1981) 4,23; Juusola, op. t'it.,4445.
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application of the Yotlh which led him to the conclusion that "some BJA

[Babylonian Jewish Aramaic] dialects had a vowel of i type as the counterpart of

a vocal shwa in some other Aramaic traditions".lT Juusola has designated the

representation of vocal Shewa by Yodh as one of the linguistic mafkers of in-

cantalion textslS, but claims that the "distribution of yod as a counterpart of såwa

is greater in the bowl texts than in the other BJA [Babylonian Jewish A¡amaicì

traditions".l9
The incantation bowls use Yodh with the prepositions Beth and Lamadh vdz:

18N18 l.l bgðmwk "in your name", l.? lgkg "for you", l'8 lynõghwn "to

thei¡ wives"; l8N20II:7 lgh "to him"; 18N98,1.5 lgbrh "to hef son", lyh "to

him". Usage with the relative pronoun d is more ¡estricted, but occurs in 18N98

1.2 clgmgþd "that is unique", 1.3 dgnþËh "of copper"' No instances are attested

with the conjunction "and". Montgomery already noted the internal usage of

Yodh representing Shewa stafing that this was "lhrows light upon many minor

vocalisations".20 Yotlh standafdly occurs in Imperfect prefixes viz: l8Nl8 l'6

dtgmþg ..that you should be struck"; l.l0 tyþf gn, "you might injure"; 18N20 t:2

tgqrbwn, "you (m.pl.) might approach", I:5 tgðtglm, "may you be sealed"' II:7

tgQrb, "you might approach"; 18N981.7 mgËtb'n', "I am swearing to you"; l'
'gqtwl "[ shall not kill"; 1.8 l' 'Uhngq, "I shall nol strangle"'

Apocopation of mascullne plural absolute nouns

Harviainen noted that Yodh could represenl masculine plural nouns where it

indicated either the vowels [i] or [eì, as well as corresponding to Shewa.2l In this

vein, Naveh and shaked suggested that the Yodh ending of masculine substan-

tives is reminiscent of the ê in syriac.22 Howevef, in his pioneering study of the

language of incantation bowls Montgomery already observed that Yodh could

appeaf alongside ì, in an apparently indiff'erent association to indicate the

masculine plural absolute. In his recent publicitlion of incantation bowls from the

Moussaieff collection, Levene also observes a seemingly random application.z3

commenting on this situation, Juusola has opined thal the ending '¡' accords with

Harviainen, op, cit. (1981)23; Juusola' op. cit., 5(Þ51

Juusola, op.cir.,25O.

ldem,49.

Montgomery, kr. cil.', Naveh & Shaked, l¡rc- ci¡.

Harviainen, op. cil. (1981) 4-

Navch and Shakcd, lo<:. cit.

Montgomery, k¡c. ci!. , Lcvene, op- t'it',8.

t,

t8

l9

20

2l
))
23
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Aramaic dialects of earlier periods, whilst Babylonian Talmudic Aramaic an<l

Mandaic show a tendency to apocopate the final Nun.24

The three incantation bowls from Nippur display a variety of pattems. A
mixed occurrence of Yodh and f occurs in 18N20 I: l.' zgqg Ugég [wmzglCgn
"wicked blast-spirits and injurers". The Yodh ending is prefered by l8Nl8 vlz: ll.
3,6,7 ögdg, "demons";1.4 dgng judges";1.5 drdqg ... mrmugg "children ...

infants"; 1.7 ggtg "divorce-writs".25 On the other hand, 18N98 prefers the more
conservalive ¡ ending v¡z: 1.8 bngn, "sons"; hrðgn "sorceries", with a single
usage of Yodh only in the final line of the incantarion rexr viz: 18N98 1.9 ctgng
"judges". In light of the common authorship of l8Nl8 and 18N98, fhese pattems
suggest lhat, over and above internal emandation, the transmission of texts was
the conservative and lasting factor.

He designating status determinslus

The designation of final 6 by either Aleph and He was already observed by
Rossell identified this feature, with the latter remarking that whilst He was more
conservative than Aleph "no apparenl significance" may be altached to the ways
in which these characters alternated.2ó However, Müller-Kessler categorizes
status empharic¡r¡ final õ and He as characteristics of Koiné Babylonian Aramaic
and Standard Literary Baþlonian Aramaic respectively.2T

Both He and Alaph are used to express status emphaticus in the incantation
texts. He is largely restricted to nouns in the opening clauses viz: l8Nl8 l.l
qmu'h "charm", 18N98 l.l rðg'h "wicked", thus upholding Juusola's suggestion
lhat the trait was connected with the conservative reproduction of incantation
texts.2E Examples of stetus emphaticus He also occur mid-text in 18N20, viz Il:5
ml'kh "angel" and l8N20II: 7 b'r'h wbrqw'h "on the earth and in the firma-
ment", although these may be generically determined nouns as Harviainen has

suggested.2g Generally, Alaph predominates in the incanration texts, viz: l8Nl8
1.2 b'zgqt' "signet-ring", 1.4 ptkr' "idol-spirit", bgët' "wicked"; 18N98 1.3

!wr' "mountain", 1.4 dprzl' "iron". Mixed pattems also occur with He and

Juusola,op. cit.,l43.
ldem.

Naveh and Shaked, loc. cit. who note ils occurrence in Jewish Palestinian Aramaic. Harviai-
nen,.rp. cir.,4; Juusola, rp. cil., 30-31.

C. Müller-Kcssler a¡¡d T. Kwasman, "A uniquc Talmudic Aramaic ¡ncantation bowl",,/o¡r-
nul of the Anrcric.an Orietral Society 120(2) (2000), 159.

Juusola, op, cit.,3l.
lil¿n.

'¿4

25

26

27

28

29
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Alaph occurring side by sicle vlz: l8Nl8 1.3'r" w5mgh "eanh and heaven";

18N98 l. 6 gm' rbh "great sea".

Masculine singular pronominal suflixes attached to plura! nouns'

The occurrence of h instead of whg as the 3 masculine singular pronominal suffix

attachect to plural nouns is considered by Harviainen to be one of the hallmarks of

"a general trentl of development in Eastem Aramaic".3o Whilst Harviainen ob-

served this in Syriac incantation bowls, Montgomery noted that it was c<¡mmon in

Mandaic and also appearetl in the Talmud.3l Naveh and Shakecl have differen-

tiated belween the older form of the suffix -whg, and the younger form -gh32,

while Juusola has commented on the common usage of gh (plenc spelling) in later

who com¡uented that it "was unique in late Eastem Aramaic" but had been

retained in Samaritan.33 Harviainen, Naveh and Shaked as well as Juusola have

also Eastem Aramaic texts as well as whg which he considered was retaincd as a

historical spelling3a.

The later gh suffix occurs in all of the incantation lexts, vtz: l8Nl8 1.9 bgtgh

... dwrtgh ... hUklgh ... 'Ugqwptgh "house ... dwelling "' homestead "'
threshold"; l8N20It: 1.6 ggsgh "his sides"; t8N98 1.5 lgbrh "her son", l8N98l.

7 ðmgh "his names". By contrast, the application of the suffix whg is only found

in 18N98 where it occurs as a prepositional suffix, viz:1.2 qdwmwhu, "before

him" 1.5 'lwhg "against him".

Vowel letter I indicating qomos

Rossell observed that "[t]he vowel letter r often indicates qEmes, showing that

rhe latter was pronounced Q in Babylonia, with ô > ô"'35 Naveh and Shaked as

well as Harviainen also endorsed this as a common phenomenon in incantation

texts, the latter deeming it to be one of the characteristics of Eastem Aramaic

koiné)6 Juusola co¡lsiders that the pattern is much less frequenl than previously

rrp. ci,. (1981),20.

Montgomery, /r¡c.. t.il. Juusola, op. cit.,89 notcs lhe occurrence of yh in syriac bowl tcxls.

,pccJating ihat some of lhe texts may be bascd on Babylonian Jewish Aramaic originals'

Navch and Shaked. op. cit.,32.

Rosscll, try. cit.,20.

Juusola, /o¿'. r'i¡.

Rosscll, /¡¡'. t'ir.

Navch and Shaketl. o¡r. t'it.:32. Harviainen, op' cit.,24'

3l

32

33

14

3.5

36
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thought, buf does include the use of Waw as a counterpat of 16lamongst the
developed linguistic fealures of incantation texts.3? He points out the occurrence

of Waw representing qômeg in a historiola text which was published by Naveh

and Shaked.38

It is not surprising to find occasions where Waw indicates q€mes in 18N98

which is both a duplicate text to Naveh and Shaked and written by the same

scribe viz: 1.2 qdwmwhg, "before him";1.4 w'wì, "and entered"; 1.5 whnq

Uwtuh "and strangled him", wqwmw "they got up".Juusola has opined that the

scribe had "added the waws as if to make the text more familiar to his/their
client(s)" since the basic version of ¡he text nas purported to be of Palestinian
origin".3g As the pattem is not reproduced in 18N18 which was also penned by
the same scribe as 18N98, lhe phenomenon appears to be inherent to the trans-
mission ofthe text, and has not been subject to editorial processes.

3 masculine Imperfect preformatives Yodh and Nun

Montgomery, Rossell and Harviainen have emphasised fhe occurrence of the 3
masculine Imperfect preformatives Yodh and Nun in incantation texts.40 No
examples occur in l8Nl8, 18N20 and 18N98 where the Imperfect is otherwise
regularly expressed: !_¡j¡gglar 18N98 1.7 'gqlwl "I shall kill", 1.8'Unhwq
w'Uhbwl "I shall strangle antl injure"; 2 ma.sculine singular l8N20I:5 tUðtçtm
"may you be sealed?"; 3 feminine sinqular l8Nl8 1.2 tgthtm wtgtnlr "may
she be sealed and protected". The single occurrence of a plural Imperfect form
occurs in l8Nl8 l.l0 tghtwn "you might [not] injure". As may be expecled, lhe

Perfect tense occurs relatively rarcly viz: 18N18 ll. 5, 9 'öb'gt "I adjure", l. 7.

ktbgt ... plrgt "I have written ... I have banished" since active participles and

the Imperative (feminine singular) are generally preferrecl.4l The fragments of
18N20 use concatenations of paficiples to express present, on-going action.

CONCLUDING COMMENTS

A cursory examination of the language of the incantation bowls fro¡n the WG

area at Nippur brings to light a mixed pattern, embracing both archaic and

JI

38

39

40

4l

Juusola, 17. cil.. 250.

Juusola. o p. t' i t., 5448, spec ifical ly 6O n. 27 3, 63-64.

Juusola, op. t'it.,63.

Montgomery, ù ¡c. c i t.: Rossell, op. <'i t., 49; Harviainen, op. cit., 22.

See Rosscll, t ry. c i t., 4647', Juusola, op. c.it., 17 4-187 .
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developert linguislic features, arul in doing so endorse Juusola's overall observa-

tions. l8Nl8 and 18N98 have a contemporaneous archaeological matrix and a

common authorship, but their language shows considerable divergence, but also

some over-riding similarities, as does 18N20'

lEN98 is an unusual and atypical incantation text. compared to l8Nl8 and

18N20, its linguistic features are conservalive and are similarly reproduced in the

five duplicate texts thal are exlant. Their presence sho\ils that scribe reproduced

the "tried and trusted" con¡ents of a prototype text, retaining archaic language.

Presumably this produced minimal tension wift the vefnaculal Aramaic dialects;

in the same way the Book of Common Prayer, written in sixteenth century' is

recifed in English churches, despite the retention of obsolete words or archaic

forms, such as trtor¡.

18N18 and 18N20 are typical of incantation texts in both their terminology

and genre. Their language palterns, such as lhe preference for the apocopated

masculine plural ending and the status determlnørls Alaph are indictive of later

language. But vestiges of earlier language, including status determinatus He and

the masculine plural ending l', have also been retained. The incidence of both

characteristics teveals the dimension of the "human factor" that inlroduced

contempofary features into the transmission of texts which were inherently

consefvative.

The mixed nature of incanlation bowls has been identified by Juusola. How-

ever, his comment, "we have pfactically no possibility of dividing bowl texls into

dialect groups" can be re{ressed.42 Seminal comment would emerge from the

comparison of duplicare texts, especially where these can be quantified by

provenance. Such studies, which would collalerally highlight the process of

tmnsmitting of lexts, will shed significant insight onto the complex, fascinating

question, of the place of Aramaic incantation bowls within the wider scope of

East Aramaic to which Tapani Harviainen has made such an outstanding contri-

bution.

APPENDIX: TRANSLITERATED & TRANSLATED TEXTS

lENl8: Transliteration

1. bgëmwk 'ng 'wðh hwdgn qmg'h lhtgmh

z. wlntrt'lþwrmg<z>dwk bt m'rwU tlulthtm wtutntr
b'zgqt'

q¿
Juusola, op. cit.,247
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3. dhtgmgn bh'r" wömgh mn ógdg wmn ldgwg wlmn
lglgt'wmn dnhgð

4. wmn dgng wmn zkg'wmn ptkr'wmn kl mgdg'm bgö
wm[n lglgt'l bg6t'wmn mlwgt'

5. hSUpt' dmhgh wëqp' w[rp' drdqg wdrdqt' wmrmuqu
wmrmgsgt' 'ðb'gt t'lt)

6. 'lgkg dtgmþw btrps lgbgku bmwrngtgh dsqrwt ggbwr'
ldhwl' ð[lglt 'l ögclg w'l dgwg w'l lglgt'bgSt'

7. h' ktbgt lUkg ggt' wpf rgt gtgkg mn ngpr' br m'dwg
wmn þwrmgzdwk bt m'dw<g> km'dk<t>bgn ð[gd]g gUtU

8. lgnðghwn bqwðt'wtwb l'hdrgn'lghwn k'n åqwtg
gutgku wqbglg mwmtkg'qgrg mdwrtgkg wðng mlkwtkg

9. qrþg tb'rg pwqg w'gtrhqg mn butgh wmn dwrtgh wmn
hUklUh wmn 'Uçqwptuh dnupr' br m'lrwgl 'õb'gt 'lgkg
b'bd'brhm

10. bswr gçhq bðtlg g'lqbl dl' tghtwn bþwrmgzdwk bt
m'<r>wg

l8Nl8: Translation

l. By your name I made this amulet for the sealing,

2. And guarding of HWRMY<Z>DWK daughter of M'RWY. May she be sealed

and prolected by the signet ring.

3. By which earth and heaven are sealed from demons [devils], lilitu, Danahië,

4. The judges, the acquited one, the image-spirit, all evil lhings, rhe wicked

ll-ilithl and from the irnpudent companion

5. Who strikes, smites ancl claws male and female children and male and female
infants. I adjure

6. You that you should be struck in the membrane of your heart by the lance of
the mighty SQWRT who rules over demons, devils and the wickecl Lilith.

7. Behold, I have written for you a divorce-writ and I have banishedyou from
NYPR' son of M'RWY and from HWRMYZDWK daughter of M'RW<Y>. As
the clemons write divorce-writs
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8. For their wives in truth and they do not retum to them again. Now, take your

divorce- wril, receive your exorcismr uproot your dwelling and depart youf

kingdom.

g. Razed, shattered, go and be far away from the house, dwelling, homestead,

threshold of NYPR' son of M'RWY. I adjure you by the servant of Abraham,

10. By the rock of Isaac, by the Shaddai of Jacob, that you might not injure

HWRMYZDWK daughler of M'<R>WY'

IEN2O

The two rim fragments, E@e!|! [ consisting of 5 sherds and Fragment II,

consisting of I sherds, do not join to form a whole. However, the lexl of Fragment

I appears to precede that of Fragment II.

Base centre & fragment I¡ l-5.

The relationship of Fragments I: l-5 to the Base Centre cannot be identified,

hence the given listing is only arbitrary.

Base centre

1. mzmn hgdn k'[s'l
2. lþtmt'dg.
3. ' qh'd.

Base fragment I
l. stn['l
2. tuqrbwn I

3. m'

Base fragment 2

1. '.

2. Þöwm

3. ðmð

l. Designated is this bowl

2. For the sealing of g.

3.' qh'd.

l. Satan

2. You might approach

3. m'

l.'.
2. In the name

3. ömë

Base fragments 3 and 4 only consist of 3 lines each of random characters that

are, on the whole, indeciPherable.



80 ERICAC. D. HUNTER

Fragment II
Fragment I only has 5 lines of text, hence no reading is supplied couesponding
with Fragment II ll. 1,2.

wmbkl't['l
9UóU gUöU

... s' ,,, I

gm ...'þwrg dmrw
bd'n wmn'gdh
rwh wmht.'wpwh dstw ... l'lsrw wþtgm b'.m.
'qw'mn'mgn'mgn w'mgn... w w'l ðm

sm mt'kh 'rl...lt d[...]q wqfg'l 'Ëgp w's[grl Sgdgtnl
wmbkl't' wmðmtt' wkl zgqgbgög lwmzglqgn wmn
mn ggsgh dbtgd br þ't'g 'mn 'mn slþ dbr hzw'l hw
l[...llhdUn ks'
t'q[...]' [....1 dbtrhwn 'gdh tgðtç[m btrhwn br
'wsrh wðtmh b'r'h wbrqg'h rll' tgqrb lgh ... d'ddn br
þ't'g'mn'[mnl

II
I
I
II
I
tr
I
II
I
II

I
2

I
3

2

4

3

5

4

6

I:5
ÍI:'l

II: I
II:2
I: I
II:3
l:2
II: 4

I:3
II: 5

tormentors

ggðu guËu '
.-. s' .., I
gm ... behind (?) dmrw
doing (?) and from his fate
rwh wmht.' wpwh dstw ... bound and sealed by..m,
'qw Amen. Amen. Amen.... w w'l ðm

sm angel (?) 'r[...lt O[...|q and kills. Enchanted and bound

are the demons

Tormentors, the ban-spirits, all the wicked blast-spirits,
injurers and from
From the sides of BTVD son of l-.{'T'V. Amen. Amen. Selah.

t'q 1...1' [....1 that after them his fate. May you be sealed

after them br
Bound and banned (?) on earth and in the fìrmament lest you

might approach D'DDN son of lj'T'V Amen. Amen.

II: 6

I:5

I:.4

lI: 7
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18N98: Transliteration

l. smwmut glgdt trg 'ör bngn wkwlhwn qtl Uthwn sdrws rðU'h

2. wqmt w'rqt mn qdwmwhg w'zlt lhd [wr' rlgmgþd Þ'ìm' émgh

w'bdt lþrðgn

3. dgnþöh w'bdgn dprzl'w't's'wng wss'wng wsngrw

w'rtgqw w'mrw lh Pth ln'w'mrt

4. lhwn lgt 'n' pth' lkwn w'mrw dwkt' dn'br wng'wl 'lh

wqmt wptbt ìhwn w'wl 'gmhwn sdrws

5. wqtlUh lgbrh wþnq gwtgh wqmt wçwht'lwhg's'wng
wss'wng wsngrw w'rtgQw m''bdw lUh wqwmw wrdpw

btrgh

6. w'drgkw Uwtgh lgw plgws gm'rbh wb'w mgnhwn lmgqll
gwtgh wlmuhnq gwtgh w'mr lhwn öbwqw mgng w'n'

7. mgðtb'n'lkwn bm<g> ömdd{mdd} bð'wlw mgm dkl 'tr
ddkrgn ðmgh ds'wnu wss'wng wsngrw w'rtgqv/ 'n' l'
'gqlwl wì'

8. 'Uhnwq wl''gþbwl bngn d'gt lhwn wdhwn lþwrmgzdwk bt

m'rwg wlngpr' br m'rwg 'sgr' lglgt' 'sgr' mbklt'

9. 'sgr ågd' 'sgr dgw' 'sgr dnhgõ 'sgr dgng 'sgr zkg' 'sgr

ptkr'

18N98: Translation

1. smamit bore twelve sons. All of them were killed by the wicked Sideros

2. She got up and tled frOm hi¡n, and went to a mountain whose name is unique

in the world. She perfonned sorceries

3. Of copper and nragic acts of i¡on' S'WNY, SS'WNY, SNGRW and 'RTVQW

came and said to her, "Open for us". She said

4. To them, "I shall not opcn for you". Thcy said, "This is a place f'or us to pass

(through) and enter into". she got up and opened for them and sideros

entered with thent
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5. And killed her son, strangling him. She got up and criecl at him, "'S'WNV,
SS'WNV, SNGRW and 'RTVOW| Whar have they done to him". They got up
and andchasedafterhim

6. And found him in Pelagos the great sea and sought to kill and strangle him.
He said to them, "[æt go of me and I

7. Swear to you by the name of He who measured out the water in the palm of
his hand, that wherever the names of S'WNV, SS'NWY and 'RTVQW are
commemorated, I shall neither kill nor

8. Strangle nor injure the sons of HWRIIVZDIVK daughter of l1'RW[vl and

NVPR' son of H'RWY. Bound is the Lilith, bound a¡e the tormentors,

9. Bound is the demon, bound is the devil, bound is Donoþiõ, bound are the
judges, bound is the acquited one, bound is the image-spirit.


